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ALAMEDA POINT
SS_C NO. 5O90.3

530 HOWARD STREET,SUITE 400, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94.105

PHO.NE:(415) 281-8730

•TECHLAWINc.

January 13,2000

Ms. Anna-MarieCook, SFD-8-2
FederalFacilities CleanupBranch, Navy Section
U.S. EnvironmentalProtectionAgency, RegionIX
75 HawthorneStreet
SanFrancisco,CA 94105

Mr. SteveDean, SFD-8-B
FederalFacilitiesCleanupBranch,TeeIuaicalSupport
U.S. EnvironmentalProtection Agency,RegionIX
75 HawthorneStreet
SanFrancisco,CA94105

Reference: Contract No. 68-W-98-0220 / WA No. 220-15-H3LW, Northern California
Navy Sites, Review of Draft Historical Radiological Assessment, Naval Air
Station Alameda, Volume I, Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program, 1966-1997,
Alameda, California, dated June 1998

Dear Ms. Cook and Mr. Dean:

Attachedtothis letteris TeehLaw's evaluationof theDraRHistoricalRadiologicalAssessment,
NavalAir StationAlameda, Volume 1,NavalNuclearPropulsionProgram, 1966-1997,dated
June 1998(theHRA).

TheHRA evaluatesthepotentialradiologicalimpactsto the environmentfromNavalNuclear
PropulsionProgram(NNPP)activities. TheI-IRAfocuseson theoperationand maintenanceof
nuclear-poweredships that were berthedor mooredat NavalAir Station Alameda (Alameda
Point)betweenJune 1966and January1997,and concludesthat"the berthingof and work on
nuclear-poweredshipsat NAS Alamedahas had no adverseeffecton thehumanpopulationor
the environmentof theregion; and an independentreviewby the EnvironmentalProtection
Agency is consistentwith these conclusions. TheNavy concludesthat no additional
characterizationand no remedialactions arenecessaryas a resultof NNPPactivitiesat NAS
Alameda."

TheHR.Adescribesthe resultsof monitoringand surveyssince 1966that showthereleases of
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radiationfromNNPP activitieshavebeen smallin comparisonto uaturalbackgroundradiation.
TechLaw'sreviewof theHRAdidnotidentifyanyinformationthatwouldindicatethese
conclusionsare inerror. However,the HRA,only focusedonreleasesthatcouldoccurdueto
operationandmaintenance0fthvpropulsionplantsinthe shipsat AlamedaPoint. TheHtLA
doesnotaddressotherpotentialsourcesthatmayor maynothavebeenpresentatAlameda
Point. Forexample,radiologiealremovalactionshave alreadybeenconductedatIR sites 2 and
5, eventhoughthese sitesarenot discussedin theHRA. Additionally,radiumdials havebeen
detectedatthe Site 1landfill,andthis site is alsonot discussedin theHRA.

TheHRAdoesindicatethatsedimentsatseveralsamplingsiteshadgrossgammalevelsgreater
than4.5pCJ/cm2between1966and1970,whichexceedstheNNPPstandardforwipesamples.
Howcwr,T_!Law couldnot identifyanyscreeningcriteriawhichmightactasapplicable.,or
relevantandapproriaterequirementsforevaluatinggrossgammalevelsin sediments.

•Thisevaluationis beingfor_,,ardedto youthrough€lectronicmail(viaIntemet)in WordPeffeet®
Version6/7/8format.Ahardcopyoftheevaluationwillalsobe submittedwiththiscoverletter.
TechLawunderstandsyouwillreviewandaugmenttheevaluationatyourdiscretion.

Please contactme at (415)281-8734,ext.24 if you haveany questionsregardingthis review.
_' We appreciatethe opportunityto providetechniealoversightservicesto EPAon this project.

Sincerely,

Adam Klein
Site Manager

ec: Angela Commisso,U.S.EPA RegionIX, w/o attachment
....... Pa_cia Bmwn-Derocher/CentralFiles, TechLaw,Inc.

Attachment
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Reviewof DraftHistoricalRadiologicalAssessment
_=" Naval Air Station Alameda

Volume1, Naval NuclearPropulsionProgram,1966-1997

GENERALCOMMENTS

1. The DraftHistoricalRadiologicalAssessment,NavalAirStationAlamedaVolume
1, NavalNuclearPropulsionProgram,1966-1997(theHRA)maynotfully
addressallpotentialsourcesforradioactivematerialreleasesat AlamedaPoint.
TheHRA focusesonthe potentialforreleasesfromnavalreactorpowerplant
operation,maintenance,andrepair. However,theHRA neitheraddresses,nor
rulesoutotherpossibleradioactivesources,suchassealedsourceinstruments
orluminescentdials.The HRAshouldindicatewhetherthesesourceswere
presentat AlamedaPointandaddressthe possibilitythatthesesourcesmay
havereleasedradioactivityto AlamedaPoint,

2. TheHRAfocusesonreleasesof cobalt-60fromtheNNPPanditspresencein
theenvironmentasan indicationof whetherornottheNNPPhashada
significanteffectonradiationlevelsinthe environment.The basisforthisisthat
cobalt-60isthe predominatelong-livedradionuclideinthepropulsionreactor
coolingwater. However,othersources(e.g.,luminescentdials,sealedsource
equipment)maynothavethe samemixof radionuclides.The HRAshould
addressthepotentialforotherlong-livedradionuclidesto be presentif thereare
othersourcesatAlamedaNAS.

SPECIFICCOMMENTS

1. Section5.1.3, Table5-4: Someinadvertentreleasesofradioactivematerials
mayhavecontaminatedareasawayfromthe worksiteswherethe materialwas
used. Thissectionof the HRAdescdbes13 reportsrelatedto potential
radioactivityreleasesto theenvironmentandtheresponseactionsthatwere
taken. Of the 13 incidents,four(12/8/86,8129189,2128190,and6119/92)involved
thelossof toolsora potentiallyradiologicalcomponentthatwereneverlocated.
TJ_eresponsesummariesindicatethatsurveyswereconductedinthe areas
wheretheitemswereusedandthattherewerenoelevatedradiationlevels.
However,the 12/8/86incidentdoesnotclearlyruleoutthepossibilitythat
contaminationwasexportedfromthe workarea. TheHRAshouldindicate
whetherthe incidentreportconcludedthat the toolwasorwasnotcontaminated,
Ifnosuchconclusionexists,the HRAshouldstatewhetheror notthelosscould
beradiologicallysignificanttothe public.

2. Section6.1.1,Table6-1: The conclusionthatnoremedialworkis requireddoes
notappearto be consistentwiththedata inTable6-1. AccordingtoTable6-1,
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sedimentsat severalsamplingsiteshadgrossgammalevelsgreaterthan 4.5
pCi/cmzbetween1966 and 1970. (After that timepedod, resultswerereported
as pCi/g.) The NNPP limits(see HRAsection4.4) for radiologicallycontrolled
areas andfor Controlled SurfaceContaminationAreas is450 pCi/100cnf swipe
sample(equivalentto 4.5 pCi/cm2).The HRAshouldaddressthe current status
of the radiationlevelsat the monitoringlocationswith respectto the _4.5pCi/cm2
limitand explainwhy no action wouldbe needed (e.g., isolationfrom the public
due to depthbelowsurface, these valuesdo not exceedappropriatescreening
valuesfor radiationin sediment,nodredgingand use of bottomsediments is
expectedetc.)

3. Section6.1.1, page 6-6: The dredgesamplingtechniquedescribedin the third
paragraphdoes not appear to beadequateto determinethe currentfate of
radiologicalcontaminationassociatedwith the releaseof contaminatedwater to
the San FranciscoBay in 1966. In 1966,a reported0.187 Curieswere released
into the Bay(see page 5-6). Sedimentsampleanalyticalresultspresented in
Table 6-1 show the highest reportedgrossgammaconcentrationsbetween 1966
and 1969were higher than during later years. The data showa generally
decreasingtrendingrossgammaconcentrationsinsedimentsover time. This
decri_asemaybe attributedto radioactivedecay,especiallyforcobalt-60witha
5.3yearhalf-life.However,thedecreasemaypartiallybea reflectionof the
samplingtechnique,whichonlysamplesthetophalf inchto one inchofthe
sediments.The sedimentsmonitoredbetween1966and 1969maycurrentlybe

_e, buriedbyseveralinchesorfeet of sedimentdepositedoverthe past30years.
The currentsampleswould only containradioactivematerialsthat were
depositedin the time period duringwhich one inchof sedimentwas deposited.
The HRAshouldprovide informationto showthat dredgingof the buried layers
wouldnot pose a public health concem,

4. Section6.3, page 6-20: The statementin the last sentenceof the final
paragraph,that radiationexposureto the generalpublic in occupiedareas
surroundingthe base is indistinguishablefrom naturalbackground,does not
appear to beaccurate. Data in Table 6-1 indicatesthat perimetervaluesmay be

..... distinguishablefrom area-wide backgroundlevels,althoughthe significanceof
the differencemay be minor. A reviewof Table 6-8shows that, at the low end of
the reportedranges,41 of the 61quartedyperimetervaluesbeginningin 1981
arehigherthanthe correspondingbackgroundvalue. The perimetervalues were
as muchas 48% higher (3_ quarter 1990). In general,the differenceismuch
smaller,but a patternof higherperimetervaluescan be seen beginningin 1981.
Pdorto 1981,the low, high, and averageperimetervaluesare all less than the
correspondingbackgroundvalue. For theaveragevalues, 18of the 61
perimetervalues are higher than the backgroundvalues. For the highend of the
range,only 5 of the 61 perimetervaluesare higherthan the backgroundvalue.
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TheHRAwouldbemoreaccurateto indicatethesignificanceof thevalues
ratherthanstatingthatthe exposuresare indistinguishablefrombackground.
However,the tabledoesnotpresentenoughinformationto determineif the
elevatedperimetervaluesare higherthanthelowestbackgroundvaluedue to
elevatedradiationlevelsat the siteperimeterorbecausethe lowestarea-wide
backgroundvaluescamefroma locationwithlownaturalbackgroundradiation
levels.


